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Remarks/ Arguments 

This paper is filed in response to the notice of Non-Compliant Amendment mailed 
April 12, 2005. When reviewing the amendment previously filed, it was notice that 
applicant used the term "newly presented" instead of the required term -new-. Therefore, 
the amendment is being presented again, but with the required term. 

While applicant would like to make comments concerning (tars notice of non-compliant 
amendment, he cannot and be respectful. 

The following remarks were part of the non-compliant amendment and are 
incorporated herein for the convenience of the office. 

w In the last office action the Examiner rejected claim 6 on art. However, applicant 
has cancelled claim 6, as well as claims 2-3. 

"The examiner on page 4 also rejected claims 1, 4-5, and 7-16 under §112. The 
examiner has objected to the phrase "the viscosity value is so small that it is possible to 
perform a penetration of the spray jet thereinto in a favorable manner". In order to expedite 
the allowance of this application, the phrase has been deleted in claims 1,5, and 10. The 
examiner has also stated that it is unclear what the term 'wax-like" means. Applicant has 
previously pointed out that the term "wax-like" would be understood by a dental 
professional. In response to applicants comments, the examiner has stated on Page 5 that 
claims that claims 1, 7-9 and 12-14 are not directed to a dental material. It is believed that 
this has been overcome by the amendment to the preamble of the various claims wherein it is 
now recited that the method of this invention is for "producing a synthetic dental restorative 
part such as a full or partial dental prosthesis." Accordingly, it is believed that the term 
"wax-like" complies with §112. Accordingly, the examiner is respectfully requested to 
withdraw the rejection of claim 1,4-5, and 7-16 as vague and indefinite under §1 12. 

"It is noted that the examiner has indicated that claim 4 would be allowable if the 
vague and indefinite rejection could be overcome, and if the claim were amended to include 
the subject matter of claim 1 , Again, in order to expedite the allowance of this application, 
by the present invention the subject mater of claim 4 has been incorporated in to base claim 
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1. As claim 4 was indicated to include allowable subject matter, and as it is believed that die 
i§112 rejection has been overcome, the allowance of claim 1 is respectfully requested. As 
claims 7-9 and 12-14 depend from claim 1, the allowance of these additional claims is also 
\ respectfully requested. 

'The examiner has also indicated that claim 5, 10, 11. 15, & 16 would be allowable 
if definite. As the claims have been amended to overcome the §1 12 rejection for the reasons 
iadvanced above, the allowance of these additional claims is respectfully requevSted. 

"By the present amendment, new claims 17 and 18 are presented. These claims add a 
I light shielding step. These claims are also deemed to be allowable. 

"In that all claims of this application are deemed to be allowable, the allowance of 
I this application is respectfully requested." 

Accompanying the prior response was a petition for a 2 month extension of time and 
! a Supplemental Information Disclosure Statement with credit card payment form. Also 
! enclosed was a further credit card payment form for the fee for one additional independent 
: claim. 
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